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On March 8, 2005 the State Board of Education discussed proposed “Consequences for
Non-Title I Schools Not Making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)” (Attachment A). The
Board requested that the proposed consequences be disseminated for public comment.
The proposed consequences have been disseminated to educational groups. There
have been no formal responses and only a few comments about whether Planning for
Restructuring and Restructuring were cost-neutral.

One of the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) is for the Michigan
Department of Education to develop and implement “a single, statewide State
accountability system that will be effective in ensuring that all local educational
agencies, public elementary schools, and public secondary schools make adequate
yearly progress” and for that system to “include sanctions . . . the State will use to hold
local educational agencies . . . accountable for student achievement and . . . adequate
yearly progress (AYP).” (Section 1111) Schools that do not receive Title I funds are not
required by NCLB to implement the Title I funded consequences such as school choice
and transportation and the provision of supplemental educational services. However,
non-Title I schools are subject to any consequences in the statewide accountability
system.

The current accreditation system, Education YES!, is structured to provide each school
with either a grade or an unaccredited status. The grade a school receives is affected
by the school’s AYP status with the intent of linking the accreditation system with the
NCLB accountability requirements. Education YES! does not specifically address the
consequences for non-Title I schools that do not make AYP.
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The current State School Code provides some authority for MDE to impose
consequences on any school that is unaccredited for three consecutive years. (MCL
380.1280) The state statute also confers on the Department the responsibility for
providing technical assistance to schools that are unaccredited.

The Department provides technical assistance to non-Title I schools through district and
regional efforts, professional development activities, and through the state’s
professional educational organizations.

To bring the state into full compliance with NCLB and to align the state and federal
accountability systems, staff have proposed a twofold solution - specifying the
consequences that will be required of non-Title I schools and requesting changes to the
State School Code to update the accreditation language and align accountability
measures. The following table outlines the recommended consequences for non-Title I
schools that are identified for improvement after not making AYP for more than two
consecutive years.

It is recommended that the State Board of Education approve “Consequences for Non-
Title I Schools Not Making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)” as attached to the

rintendent’s memorandum dated March 28, 2005.

Attachment
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CONSEQUENCES FOR NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS NOT MAKING
ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS (AYP)

School ' Title I Schools R Non-Title I Schools
Improvement
Phase
I e Choice and Transportation Develop and Implement School
e 2 vyearplan Improvement Plan
S * . Supplemental Services 2™ Year of School Improvement
- e Choice and Transportation Plan P
L e 2 year plan
m % ; Comrective Action : Choose from specific Corrective
e Supplemental Services Action options
e Choice and Transportation
v Y Vian for Resvucmqng Plan for Restructuring using cost
e Supplemental Services neutral options :
e Choice and Transportation
e Implement Restructuring
v e Supplemental Services Implement Restructuring Plan
e Choice and Transportation

The requirement for a continuing school improvement plan currently exists in the Revised
School Code. (MCL 380.1277) The proposed accountability measures would include the
following:

Phase 1 Develop and Implement School Improvement Plan
* A review through the ISD/ESA and MDE partnership
* Professional Development specified in the plan
e An assurances process with a sign off by the ISD/ESA

Phase 2: 2™ Year of School Improvement Plan
e Submit a progress report detailing the results of the implementation efforts
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Phase 3: Choose from specific cost-neutral Corrective Action options

Replace staff

Curtail school-based decision-making authority

Restructure school operations

Substantive curricular change, such as block scheduling in content areas

Phase 4: Plan for Restructuring using cost neutral options
Replace staff, may include the Principal

Suspend school-based decision-making authority
Suspend the office of the Principal

Implement alternative governance with a school Governing Board or School
Improvement Team

Phase 5: Implement Restructuring plan



